
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 

 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA,    ) 
      ) 
    Plaintiff, ) 
      ) 
v.      ) Case No: 05-CV-0329-GKF-SAJ 
      ) 
TYSON FOODS, INC., et al.,  ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 
 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF OBJECTIONS  
TO THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE’S MAY 20, 2008 OPINION AND ORDER 

 
 Plaintiff, the State of Oklahoma, ex. rel. W.A. Drew Edmondson, in his capacity as 

Attorney General of the State of Oklahoma, and Oklahoma Secretary of the Environment, C. 

Miles Tolbert, in his capacity as the Trustee for Natural Resources for the State of Oklahoma 

under CERCLA (hereinafter “the State”), respectfully submits its Reply in Support of Objections 

to the Magistrate Judge’s May 20, 2008 Opinion and Order (“May 20 Order”): 

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 

In their “Response in Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Objections to Magistrate Judge Joyner’s 

May 20, 2008 Opinion and Order Compelling Withheld Data and Sanctioning Plaintiffs” 

(hereinafter “Defendants’ Response”), Defendants argue that the Magistrate Judge properly 

granted the Defendants’ Motion to Compel and properly sanctioned the State under Rule 

37(a)(5)(A) for producing materials after Defendants filed their Motion to Compel.  Defendants’ 

Response, Dkt. #1726 at 6 – 8.1  However, based on the uncontested facts, these arguments must 

                                                 
1  In their Response, Defendants unfairly suggest that the State’s productions of April 29 
and May 2, 2008 were untimely.  Defendants’ Response, Dkt. #1726 at 2.  However, these were 
productions of documents and data generated or completed after March 25, 2008 – when the 
State filed its response to the Motion to Compel.  Thus, these productions only demonstrate the 
State’s diligence in producing new data and documents.  One of the complexities in this case is 
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be rejected.  Under the applicable Rules, the Magistrate Judge was actually prohibited from even 

hearing the Motion to Compel, much less granting it and imposing sanctions.   

In their Response, Defendants make a single passing reference to the Magistrate Judge’s 

failure to cite to the “Local Rule”, suggesting that this “Local Rule” is unimportant.  Defendants’ 

Response, Dkt. #1726 at 6.  But Local Civil Rule 37.1 places mandatory obligations on the 

Court.  In particular, Local Civil Rule 37.1 provides that “this Court shall refuse to hear any 

[discovery dispute] motion or objection unless counsel for movant first advises the Court in 

writing that counsel personally have met and conferred in good faith and, after a sincere attempt 

to resolve differences, have been unable to reach accord.”  (Emphasis added.)  The phrase “shall 

refuse” is the language of mandate, and the record shows that Defendants did not satisfy the meet 

and confer requirements imposed by Local Civil Rule 37.1. Consequently, the Magistrate Judge 

erred in granting the Motion to Compel and in failing to even address whether Defendants 

complied with the requirements of Local Civil Rule 37.1.  

Also, while the Defendants claim that the Magistrate Judge properly awarded fees under 

Rule 37(a)(5)(A), they fail to mention that Rule 37(a)(5)(A) provides that “. . . the court must not 

order th[e] payment [of attorney fees] if:  

(i) the movant filed the motion [to compel] before attempting in good faith to obtain 
the disclosure or discovery without court action; 

(ii) the opposing party’s nondisclosure, response, or objection was substantially 
justified; or  

(iii) other circumstances make an award of expenses unjust.” 
 
(Emphasis added.)  The mandatory language of Rule 37(a)(5)(A)(i), (ii) and (iii) leaves no room 

for discretion.  If any one of these enumerated exceptions is met, the court must not impose an 

                                                                                                                                                             
the continual generation of new data, and the State has always sought to timely produce this new 
data in good faith.  It is completely improper and intellectually dishonest for the Defendants to 
seek to penalize the State for “untimely” production of data which did not even exist at the time 
the Motion to Compel was filed.       
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award of attorney fees.  These enumerated exceptions cannot be cast aside or ignored as 

Defendants urge.  The facts show that the State meets all three of these exceptions. Yet, the 

Magistrate Judge failed to determine whether the State fulfilled any of them.  This is reversible 

error. 

 For these reasons, and the additional reasons stated below, the Court should reject 

Defendants’ arguments and set aside the Magistrate Judge’s May 20, 2008 Order. 

UNCONTESTED FACTS 

 There are several important statements of fact from the State’s Objections which have not 

been contested in Defendants’ Response.  For instance, it is uncontested that: 

► “The January 5, 2007 Order contained no requirements with respect to supplemental 
production or the timeliness of supplemental production.” 

 
► “[T]he State has produced tens of thousands of pages of lab reports, chain of custody 

reports, field sheets, field books and quality assurance reports similar to those at issue” in 
the Motion to Compel. 

 
► “Communications between the parties on the production issues have been almost 

exclusively in writing, and the parties never reached an impasse on any production matter 
at issue prior to the filing of the subject Motion to Compel.” 

 
► The last two letters, before Defendants filed their Motion to Compel, between the parties 

concerning the subject discovery dispute were the November 30, 2007 letter from Robert 
George to Louis Bullock and the December 19, 2007 letter from Mr. Bullock to Mr. 
George. 

 
► “Mr. George ended the November 30, 2007 letter by acknowledging Defendants’ duty to 

meet and confer before filing any motion to compel: ‘If Defendants’ above-mentioned 
concerns are not fully and adequately addressed . . . the parties will need to schedule a 
meet and confer and, if necessary, bring the appropriate motion.’”  

 
► “[N]owhere in the December 19, 2007 letter did the State refuse to produce any of the 

data requested by Defendants in the November 30, 2007 letter.” 
 
► “Mr. Bullock ended the December 19, 2007 letter by stating, ‘I trust this letter is fully 

responsive to your requests.’” 
 

Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC     Document 1735 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/30/2008     Page 3 of 14



 4

► “. . . Defendants never replied to the December 19, 2007 letter and never sought to meet 
and confer with respect to any issue addressed in the letter.” 

 
► “Without any warning, and during the hearing on the State’s Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction, Defendants filed their Motion to Compel on February 29, 2008 – over two 
months after Mr. Bullock’s December 19, 2007 letter.” 

 
► “. . . Defendants did not request an award of attorney fees and costs as part of the Motion 

to Compel.”   
 
Dkt. #1716 at 3 – 6.  These uncontested facts overwhelmingly support the merits of the State’s 

Objections.    

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITY 

I. DEFENDANTS’ ADMITTED MEET AND CONFER FAILURES PROVE THAT 
THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE’S GRANT OF THE MOTION TO COMPEL AND 
AWARD OF SANCTIONS WAS IN ERROR 

 
 In their Response, Defendants claim that they filed their Motion to Compel because they 

unilaterally “conclude[d] that only the Court could force Plaintiffs [sic] to comply . . . .”  

Defendants’ Response at 2.  As noted above, it is uncontested that Defendants made no effort 

after the correspondence of November 30 and December 19, 2007, to meet and confer as they 

had promised (and were obligated) to do.  And Defendants do not contest that the parties had yet 

to reach an impasse on any of the subject discovery issues at the time that the Motion to Compel 

was filed.  Defendants’ alleged unilateral conclusion that Court intervention was necessary does 

not excuse compliance with Rule Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(1), Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(5)(A)(i) or Local 

Civil Rule 37.1.  Nevertheless, the Magistrate Judge failed to cite or consider any of these meet 

and confer requirements in the May 20 Order. 

 A. The Magistrate Judge Erred in Granting the Motion to Compel 

 Local Civil Rule 37.1 applies to “all motions or objections relating to discovery pursuant 

to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26 through 37 and 45 . . . .”  (Emphasis added.)  In framing his analysis of the 
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Motion to Compel, the Magistrate Judge stated that “the court must determine whether Plaintiff 

has complied with its statutory duty [under Rule 26(e)] to supplement in a timely manner prior to 

and after the filing of Defendants’ motion.”  Dkt. #1710 at 3 (emphasis added).  Indeed, because 

the January 5, 2007 Order did not contain any supplementation requirements, any failure to 

timely supplement could not have been a violation of that Order.   Ultimately, the Magistrate 

Judge nevertheless determined that the State violated Rule 26(e).  Dkt. #1710 at 2 and 6.  

Further, even if Rule 26(e) were not directly applicable, the Motion to Compel is at least 

“relating to discovery pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26 through 37 . . . .”  (Emphasis added.)  Thus, 

Local Civil Rule 37.1 applies.   

 The uncontested facts prove that Defendants did not comply with Local Civil Rule 37.1.  

That is, Defendants did not “advise[] the Court in writing that counsel personally have met and 

conferred in good faith and, after a sincere attempt to resolve differences, have been unable to 

reach accord.”  In fact, the uncontested facts show that Defendants filed the Motion to Compel 

while informal written communications were ongoing and without scheduling any meet and 

confer session as promised in the November 30, 2007 letter.  Under such circumstances, the 

Local Rule prohibited the Magistrate Judge from even hearing the Motion to Compel, let alone 

granting it and imposing sanctions.  Defendants assert that the Magistrate Judge found that “the 

Rules impose no duty to meet and confer regarding another party’s obligation to supplement 

discovery responses.”  Dkt. #1726 at 5.  The State does not believe that this is an accurate 

reading of the Magistrate Judge’s May 20 Order.  But, even if the Magistrate Judge did make 

such a finding, such finding is facially contrary to Local Civil Rule 37.1. The Magistrate Judge’s 

failure to cite or consider Local Civil Rule 37.1 was erroneous, and his grant of the Motion to 

Compel is contrary to law. 
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 B. The Magistrate Judge Erred in Awarding Attorney Fees 

 Similarly, while Defendants now claim that they never had any statutory duty to meet and 

confer with the State prior to filing the Motion to Compel – Defendants sought (in their reply 

brief) an award of attorney fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(5)(A) – on the ground that the State 

produced materials after the Motion was filed.  Dkt. #1672 at 3.  And the Magistrate Judge 

awarded fees under Rule 37(a)(5)(A).  Dkt. #1710 at 5 – 6.  Defendants first raised this request 

for fees in their reply in support of the Motion to Compel.  As established, courts are prohibited 

from imposing sanctions under Rule 37(a)(5)(A) if “the movant filed the motion [to compel] 

before attempting in good faith to obtain the disclosure or discovery without court action.” Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 37(a)(5)(A)(i). The uncontested facts demonstrate Defendants’ unabashed lack of good 

faith effort to obtain the discovery without court action prior to filing the Motion to Compel.  

Defendants cannot seek fees under 37(a)(5)(A) on the one hand and assert that they have no meet 

and confer obligations on the other. 

 In their Response, Defendants claim that the underlying Motion to Compel “was 

accompanied by several letters and emails evidencing a year’s worth of attempts at conferring 

with Plaintiffs about their failure to abide by the Court’s January 5, 2007 Order.”  Dkt. #1726.  

However, Defendants tellingly do not quote the actual content of these written communications, 

as the State has done here.  These written communications merely “evidence” ongoing 

discussion of the evolving discovery issues that are inherent in a case where new data and 

materials are being generated on a continual basis.  The letters and emails show that there was no 

impasse, and that, as of December 19, 2007, the State in fact had every reason to believe that 

Defendants’ alleged concerns had been adequately addressed.  Under these facts, the Magistrate 

Judge plainly erred in awarding fees under Rule 37(a)(5)(A). 
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II. BECAUSE THE STATE DID NOT VIOLATE THE JANUARY 5, 2007 ORDER, 
THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE’S AWARD OF SANCTIONS UNDER RULE 
37(b)(2) IS CONTRARY TO LAW 

 
 While the Magistrate Judge also apparently awarded fees under Rule 37(b)(2) (Dkt. 

#1710 at 5 – 6), Defendants never sought fees under Rule 37(b)(2).  Not surprisingly, however, 

now that the Magistrate Judge has assessed fees under Rule 37(b)(2) sua sponte, Defendants are 

fully supportive of his ruling.  Dkt. #1726 at 6.  More importantly, Rule 37(b) only provides for 

sanctions when an order has been violated.  As shown, it is uncontested that the January 5, 2007 

did not contain any supplementation requirements.  Thus, the Magistrate Judge’s May 20 Order 

amounts to a finding that the State violated Rule 26(e) – not the January 5, 2007 Order.  The 

entire impetus of the Magistrate Judge’s analysis was the question of whether the State violated 

its statutory duty to timely supplement production.  Because the Magistrate Judge did not find 

that the State violated the January 5, 2007 Order, it was clearly erroneous and contrary to law for 

the Magistrate Judge to award fees under Rule 37(b).           

III. DEFENDANTS MISCONSTRUE THE STATE’S ARGUMENTS WITH RESPECT 
TO THE “SUBSTANTIALLY JUSTIFIED” AND “OTHER CIRCUMSTANCES” 
PROVISIONS OF RULE 37(a)(5)(A)   

 
 Rather than address the requirements of Rule 37(a)(5)(A)(ii) and (iii), the Magistrate 

Judge simply concluded that because “some of the data that should have been produced was not 

produced until after the motion to compel was filed and . . . the Federal Rules require the court to 

address an appropriate remedy.”  Dkt. #1710 at 4.  Again, under Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(5)(A)(ii) 

and (iii), when discovery is produced after a motion to compel is filed: “. . . the court must not 

order th[e] payment [of attorney fees] if . . . the opposing party’s nondisclosure, response, or 

objection was substantially justified; or . . . other circumstances make an award of expenses 

unjust” (emphasis added).  Though in the May 20 Order, the Magistrate Judge did not consider 
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the State’s arguments that its production of data and other items after the Motion to Compel was 

substantially justified and that other circumstances render an award of fees unjust.   

 In their Response, Defendants argue only that the “Court’s failure to cite in its Order the 

romanette sub-provisions under Rule 37(a)(5)(A) in no way constitutes reversible error.”  

Defendants’ Response at 8.  However, the State has not argued that the Magistrate Judge’s mere 

“failure to cite” Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(5)(A)(ii) and (iii) is reversible error.  Instead, the State has 

argued: 

. . . the Magistrate Judge plainly did not consider [the State’s] arguments in the context of 
Rule 37(a)(5)(A)(ii) or (iii); and the Magistrate Judge’s failure to consider the impact of 
these arguments under Rule 37(a)(5)(A)(ii) or (iii) was clear error.  Moreover, the . . . 
circumstances taken together do, in fact, render an award of fees unjust under Rule 
37(a)(5)(A)(iii). 

 
Dkt. #1716 at 12.  Accordingly, the Magistrate Judge erred in awarding fees without first taking 

into account whether the State had met the “substantially justified” or “other circumstances” 

exceptions.  And the facts aptly demonstrate that the State did meet these exceptions. See Dkt. # 

Dkt. #1691 at 5–6.    

IV. IT WAS ERROR FOR THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE TO GRANT ATTORNEY 
FEES, AS THE REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES WAS NOT RAISED BY 
DEFENDANTS UNTIL THE REPLY BRIEF 

 
 Defendants offer no valid justification for their admitted failure to request attorney fees 

until the reply brief.  A reply brief is not the proper vehicle for a new request for relief, and there 

is no reasonable excuse for Defendants’ failure to first seek fees in the Motion to Compel.  As 

such, the request for fees should have been denied by the Magistrate Judge.  

 WHEREFORE, premises considered, the State respectfully requests that the Court set 

aside the Magistrate Judge’s May 20, 2008 Opinion and Order granting Defendants’ Motion to 

Compel and Defendants’ belated request for attorney fees and costs.  
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      Respectfully submitted, 

W.A. Drew Edmondson OBA # 2628 
Attorney General 
Kelly H. Burch OBA #17067 
J. Trevor Hammons OBA #20234 
Assistant Attorneys General 
State of Oklahoma 
313 N.E. 21st St. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
(405) 521-3921 
 
M. David Riggs OBA #7583 
Joseph P. Lennart OBA #5371 
Richard T. Garren OBA #3253 
Sharon K. Weaver OBA #19010 
Robert A. Nance OBA #6581 
D. Sharon Gentry OBA #15641 
David P. Page, OBA #6852 
Riggs, Abney, Neal, Turpen,  
  Orbison & Lewis 
502 West Sixth Street 
Tulsa, OK 74119 
(918) 587-3161 
 
/s/ Louis W. Bullock      
Louis W. Bullock, OBA #1305 
Robert M. Blakemore, OBA #18656 
Bullock  Bullock & Blakemore 
110 West 7th Street, Suite 707 
Tulsa, OK  74119-1031 
(918) 584-2001 
 
Frederick C. Baker (admitted pro hac vice) 
Lee M. Heath (admitted pro hac vice) 
Elizabeth C. Ward (admitted pro hac vice) 
Elizabeth Claire Xidis (admitted phv) 
Motley Rice, LLC 
28 Bridgeside Boulevard 
Mount Pleasant, SC  29465 
(843) 216-9280 
 
William H. Narwold (admitted pro hac vice) 
Ingrid L. Moll (admitted pro hac vice) 
Motley Rice, LLC 
20 Church Street, 17th Floor 
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Hartford, CT  06103 
(860) 882-1676 
 
Jonathan D. Orent (admitted pro hac vice) 
Michael G. Rousseau (admitted phv) 
Fidelma L. Fitzpatrick 
Motley Rice, LLC 
321 South Main Street 
Providence, RI  02940 
(401) 457-7700 
 
Attorneys for the State of Oklahoma 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I certify that on the 30th day of June, 2008, I electronically transmitted the attached document to the 
Clerk of Court using the ECF System for filing and transmittal of a Notice of Electronic Filing to the 
following ECF registrants: 
 
W.A. Drew Edmondson, Attorney General  fc_docket@oag.ok.gov 
Kelly Hunter Burch, Assistant Atty General  kelly.burch@oag.ok.gov 
J. Trevor Hammons, Assistant Atty General  trevor.hammons@oag.ok.gov 
Daniel P. Lennington, Assistant Atty General  daniel.lennington@oag.ok.gov 
   
M. David Riggs  driggs@riggsabney.com 
Joseph P. Lennart  jlennart@riggsabney.com 
Richard T. Garren  rgarren@riggsabney.com 
Sharon K. Weaver  sweaver@riggsabney.com 
Robert A. Nance  rnance@riggsabney.com 
D. Sharon Gentry  sgentry@riggsabney.com 
David P. Page  dpage@riggsabney.com 
RIGGS ABNEY NEAL TURPEN ORBISON & 
LEWIS 

 

   
Louis W. Bullock  lbullock@bullock‐blakemore.com 
Robert M. Blakemore  bblakemore@bullock‐blakemore.com 
BULLOCK BULLOCK & BLAKEMORE   
   
Frederick C. Baker  fbaker@motleyrice.com 
Lee M. Heath  lheath@motleyrice.com 
William H. Narwold  bnarwold@motleyrice.com 
Elizabeth C. (Liza) Ward  lward@motleyrice.com 
Elizabeth Claire Xidis  cxidis@motleyrice.com 
Ingrid L. Moll  imoll@motleyrice.com 
Jonathan D. Orent  jorent@motleyrice.com 
Michael G. Rousseau  mrousseau@motleyrice.com 
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Fidelma L. Fitzpatrick  ffitzpatrick@motleyrice.com 
MOTLEY RICE, LLC   
COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF,  STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

 

   
Robert P. Redemann  rredemann@pmrlaw.net 
Lawrence W. Zeringue  lzeringue@pmrlaw.net 
David C. Senger  dsenger@pmrlaw.net 
PERRINE, McGIVERN, REDEMANN, REID, 
BERRY & TAYLOR, PLLC 

 

   
Robert E. Sanders  rsanders@youngwilliams.com 
E.Stephen Williams  steve.williams@youngwilliams.com 
YOUNG WILLIAMS   
COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT CAL‐MAINE 
FOODS, INC. AND CAL‐MAINE FARMS, INC. 

 

   
John H. Tucker  jtucker@rhodesokla.com 
Colin H. Tucker  chtucker@rhodesokla.com 
Theresa Noble Hill  thill@rhodesokla.com 
Leslie Jane Southerland  ljsoutherland@rhodesokla.com 
RHODES, HIERONYMUS, JONES, TUCKER & 
GABLE 

 

   
Terry W. West  terry@thewestlawfirm.com 
THE WEST LAW FIRM   
   
Delmar R. Ehrich  dehrich@faegre.com 
Bruce Jones  bjones@faegre.com 
Krisann C. Kleibacker Lee  kklee@faegre.com 
Todd P. Walker  twalker@faegre.com 
FAEGRE & BENSON LLP   
   
Dara D. Mann  dmann@mckennalong.com 
McKENNA, LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP   
COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT CARGILL, INC. 
and CARGILL TURKEY PRODUCTION, LLC 

 

   
George W. Owens  gwo@owenslawfirmpc.com 
Randall E. Rose  rer@owenslawfirmpc.com 
OWENS LAW FIRM, P.C.   
   
James M. Graves  jgraves@bassettlawfirm.com 
Gary V. Weeks  (pro hac vice)  gweeks@bassettlawfirm.com 
Woody Bassett  (pro hac vice)  wbassett@bassettlawfirm.com 
K.C. Dupps Tucker (pro hac vice)  kctucker@bassettlawfirm.com 
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Paul E. Thompson, Jr.  (pro hac vice)   
BASSETT LAW FIRM   
COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT GEORGE’S INC. 
AND GEORGE’S FARMS, INC. 

 

   
A. Scott McDaniel  smcdaniel@mhla‐law.com 
Nicole Longwell  nlongwell@mhla‐law.com 
Philip D. Hixon  phixon@mhla‐law.com 
Craig A. Mirkes  cmirkes@mhla‐law.com 
McDANIEL HIXON LONGWELL & ACORD, 
PLLC 

 

   
Sherry P. Bartley  sbartley@mwsgw.com 
MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG, GATES & 
WOODYARD, PLLC 

 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT PETERSON 
FARMS, INC. 

 

   
John R. Elrod  jelrod@cwlaw.com 
Vicki Bronson  vbronson@cwlaw.com 
Bruce W. Freeman  bfreeman@cwlaw.com 
CONNER & WINTERS, LLP   
COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT SIMMONS 
FOODS, INC. 

 

   
Robert W. George  robert.george@kutakrock.com 
Michael R. Bond  michael.bond@kutakrock.com 
Erin W. Thompson  erin.thompson@kutakrock.com 
KUTAK ROCK LLP   
   
Stephen Jantzen  sjantzen@ryanwhaley.com 
Paula Buchwald  pbuchwald@ryanwhaley.com 
Patrick M. Ryan  pryan@ryanwhaley.com 
L. Bryan Burns (pro hac vice)  bryan.burns@tyson.com 
RYAN, WHALEY & COLDIRON   
   
Thomas C. Green  tgreen@sidley.com 
Mark D. Hopson  mhopson@sidley.com 
Timothy Webster  twebster@sidley.com 
Jay T. Jorgensen  jjorgensen@sidley.com 
Gordon D. Todd  gtodd@sidley.com 
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP   
COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTS TYSON FOODS, 
INC., TYSON POULTRY, INC., TYSON 
CHICKEN, INC., and COBB‐VANTRESS, INC. 
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R. Thomas Lay  rtl@kiralaw.com 
KERR, IRVINE, RHODES & ABLES   
   
Jennifer S. Griffin  jgriffin@lathropgage.com 
David G. Brown  dbrown@lathropgage.com 
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ASSOCIATION 

 

   
D. Kenyon Williams, jr.  kwilliams@hallestill.com 
Michael D. Graves  mgraves@hallestill.com 
HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE, GOLDEN & 
NELSON 
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INC. 

 

   
Richard Ford  richard.ford@crowedunlevy.com 
LeAnne Burnett  leanne.burnett@crowedunlevey.com 
CROWE & DUNLEVY   
COUNSEL FOR OKLAHOMA FARM BUREAU, 
INC. 
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John D. Russell  jrussell@fellerssnider.com 
William A. Waddell, Jr. (pro hac vice)  waddell@fec.net 
David E. Choate (pro hac vice)   
FELLERS SNIDER BLANKENSHIP BAILEY & 
TIPPENS P.C. 

 

COUNSEL FOR ARKANSAS FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 

 

   
Barry G. Reynolds  Reynolds@titushillis.com 
Jessica E. Rainey  jrainey@titushillis.com 
TITUS HILLIS REYNOLDS LOVE DICKMAN & 
McCALMON 

 

   
William S. Cox III  wcox@lightfootlaw.com 
Nikaa B. Jordan  njordan@lightfootlaw.com 
LIGHTFOOT FRANKLIN & WHITE LLC   
COUNSEL FOR AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION and NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S 
BEEF ASSOCIATION, AMICUS CURIAE 

 

   
Richard Mullins  richard.mullins@mcafeetaft.com 
McAFEE & TAFT PC   
COUNSEL FOR TEXAS FARM BUREAU, TEXAS 
CATTLE FEEDERS ASSN, TEXAS PORK 
PRODUCERS ASSN, AND TEXAS ASSN OF 
DAIRYMEN 

 

 
 
            s/ Robert M. Blakemore      
            Robert M. Blakemore 
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